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ppn-AOTRAT.^TKFREOT^gTTnR REVIEW. 
tm t? tTPT V TD ACT™ OF MARCH 21 . 20Q$ 
Claims 1-39 ate pending, of which claims 1, 12, and 23 are independent. The Examiner 
has rejected all claims as allegedly being anticipated by the web page 

http ^eb.archi^org^eb/2001 020I070800m P :/A^,d.cubed.co.uJc/ and more particularly 

Cubed web page") which is hyperlmked from the first web page. The Examiner relies wholly on 
two paragraphs ("two paragraphs") from the D-Cubed web page for all the rejections. The two 

paragraphs read, emphasis added: 

t„ hrief variational techniques enable the end-user to specify and control their 
iSSS the use of simple rules. Such rules frequency mclude 

S£S ?«— n& Dimensions, such as «*^Sto£f 5^ 
an easily understood interpretation. The meaning of constraints is less obvious, m 
Set mey are simply rules mat restrict, i.e. constrain, foe behaviour **» 
g^nSes in foe model. Examples of constraints include parallelism, tangency 
and concentricity. 

Tr> mnrWfv » model, ^-"^ *i™lv snnHfie. a change to the rul*b such as a 
Edified value for a Lension. IhgPrM then a.tomat.caliy ffigcffgibB 
^auonsofdlthe^eometries affected by the new dimension value, whilst 
eTsuTgfoatfoeiriSal locatio ns are consistent with the previous y applied 
dTSons and constraints. The end-user does not have to re-position foe 
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geometries manually to create the new configuration, hence their productivity is 
greatly enhanced. 

Claim 1 recites in part, "receiving an indication of modification to the CAD geometry piece. 

The Applicant submits that the two paragraphs do not disclose "receiving an mdicatoon of 
modification to the CAD geometry piece." The Examiner has not explained what in the two 
paragraphs allegedly corresponds to this feature. Cf. MPEP § 707 ("When a reference is complex 
or shows or describes inventions other than that claimed by the applicant, the particular part 
relied on must be designated as nearly as practicable. The pertinence of each reference, if not 
apparent, must be clearly explained and each rejected claim specified."). Nevertheless, it appears 
to the Applicant that the Examiner means to say that this feature is met by what seems to be the 
only kind of user input described in the two paragraphs: 'To modify a model, the end-user 
simply specifies a change to the rules." Then, in response to the user input, the DCM 
"automatically re-calculates the locations of all the geometries." 

The user input which appears to be suggested by the two paragraphs is not what is recited 
in Claim 1 . The user input which appears to be suggested by the two paragraphs is "a change to 
the rules," in response to which the geometries are automatically recalculated. By contrast, Claim 
1 recites '•receiving an indication of modification to the CAD geometry piece." Thus, the only 
user input described in the two paragraphs changes a odf associated with a model, rather than 
directly modifying a niece. The two paragraphs do not anticipate Claim 1 . 

Additionally, Claim 1 recites "receiving an indication of modification," but the two 
paragraphs say nothing about an "indication of modification " The relied upon art does not show 
that user input constitutes an "indication of modification," or that the indication is "received." 
«AU words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the 
prior art." * re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970) (emphasis added). 
Therefore, the examiner has not made out a prima facie case of anticipation. 

Claim 1 recites in part, "receiving an input for a pattern, the pattern comprising a 
plurality of features included within a boundary of a CAD geometry piece where a feature 
corresponds to a feature of the CAD geometry piece." 

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate an exemplary "pattern of features " Application, pages 9-10. 
The illustrated pattern 21 0 is rectangular and each illustrated feature 220 is a square. Application, 



PAGE 5/7 * RCVD AT 7/20/2006 6:59:10 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 1 SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-2/19' DN1S:2738300 * CSID:6508395071 ' DURATION (mm-ss):02-16 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



07/20/2006 16:00 FAX 6506395071 



FISH & RICHARDSON 



Si 006 



Applicant 
Serial No. 
Filed 
Page 



Mark W. Lambert et al. 
10/085,528 
February 25, 2002 
3 of 4 



Attorney's Docket No.: 15786-035001 



page 1 1 Figure 2 is depicted below. A "pattern," as used in Claim 1, comprises a plurality of 

features. The F World English Dictions 1st ed. (1999), defines a pattern, in part, as "a 

regular or repetitive form, order, or arrangement See Exhibit A. The Oxford En^h 
Dictipnajx 2nd ed. (1989), defines a partem, hi part, as "a regular or decorative arrangement, or 
a "repeated" design. Indeed, the illustrated pattern 210 is a rectangular, regular or repetmve 
arrangement of a plurality of square features 220. Another "regular" or "repetitive" pattern is 
shown in Figure 8. 

FIG- 2 



210 




The Applicant submits that the two paragraphs do not teach a pattern. The two 
paragraphs merely discuss "geometric models" with "geometries." Accordingly, the two 

paragraphs do not anticipate Claim 1. 

Claims 12 and 23 contain similar limitations, and all other claims depend from claims 1, 

12, or 23. Therefore all claims are in condition for allowance. 

Claim 8 recites in part, "automatically determining what modification, if any, is 
necessary to one or more dimensions of at least one of the plurality of features - The Examiner 
again cited generally to the two paragraphs. However, the Applicant submits that the two 
paragraphs do not disclose automatically modifying dimensions of features. Rather, the two 
paragraphs merely disclose automatically recalculating locations. Therefore, Claim 8, as well as 
Claims 1 1, 19, 21, 22, 30, 32, and 33, which contain similar limitations, are allowable. 

Claim 34 recites in part, "automatically modifying at least one of the pattern or the 
plurality of features includes removing one or more features from the pattern." The Examiner 
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again cited generally to the two paragraphs. While the two paragraphs disclose recaleulahng 
locations of geometries, nowhere in the two paragraphs is disclosed "automatically . . . r^noymg 
one or more features from the pattern » Therefore, Claim 34, as well as Claims 36 and 38, wmch 
contain similar limitations, are allowable. 

Claim 35 recites in part, "adjusting a distance between at least one feature and the 
boundary such that the plurality of features are continuously included within the boundary." The 
Examiner again cited generally to the two paragraphs. However, while the two paragraphs 
disclose six kinds of "rules" ("distances, angles, . . . radii, parallelism, tangency, and 
concentricity"), the two paragraphs do not disclose that continuous inclusion within a boundary 
is a kind of rule. Therefore, Claim 35, as well as Claims 37 and 39, which contain similar 

limitations, are allowable. 

By responding in the foregoing remarks only to particular positions taken by the 
examiner, the applicant does not acquiesce with other positions that have not been explicitly 
addressed. In addition, the applicant's arguments for the patentability of a claim should not be 
understood as implying that no other reasons for the patentability of that claim exist 
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